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Victoria Barranco appeals the denial of her application for Supplemental

Security Income disability benefits under Title XVI of the Social Security Act, 42

U.S.C. 881381-85. She contends the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) failed to
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articulate legally sufficient reasons to reject a treating physician’s opinion that her
impairments rendered her unable to work. The district court affirmed the denial of
benefits, concluding the ALJ provided the requisite “specific and legitimate
reasons” to reject the treating physician’s opinion. We affirm.
DISCUSSION
The opinion of a treating physician is entitled to considerable deference. See

Edlund v. Massanari, 253 F.3d 1152, 1157 (9th Cir. 2001). Nonetheless, that

opinion is not binding on the ALJ “with respect to the existence of an impairment

or the ultimate determination of disability.” Ukolov v. Barnhart, 420 F.3d 1002,

1004 (9th Cir. 2005) (internal quotation omitted). Rather, the ALJ can reject the
opinion of a treating physician with “findings setting forth specific, legitimate
reasons for doing so that are based on substantial evidence in the record.” Connett
v. Barnhart, 340 F.3d 871, 874 (9th Cir. 2003) (internal quotation omitted). The
ALJ may satisfy this burden “by setting out a detailed and thorough summary of

the facts and conflicting clinical evidence . . . .” Morgan v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec.

Admin., 169 F.3d 595, 600 (9th Cir. 1999) (internal quotation omitted).
We agree with the district court that the ALJ met this burden. As the district
court noted, “the ALJ offered an accurate and extremely detailed summary of

[Barranco’s] medical history that . . . substantiates the ALJ’s conclusion that Dr.



Hnat’s opinions regarding [Barranco’s] limitations were inconsistent with the
findings and opinions of the other . . . treating sources.” Moreover, the ALJ
explained that “Dr. Hnat is only one of the claimant’s treating sources and her
opinion that basically the claimant is completely incapable of engaging in any
work activity is inconsistent with the totality of the record, but most specifically
with other treating sources’ findings and opinions.” Although Barranco argues that
more should have been said, we agree with the district court that the ALJ’s
conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the record.

AFFIRMED.



